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1.

Introduction

This memorandum summarizes peer review panel meetings focusing on the
methodologies and the interim conclusions of the Tampa-Hillsborough-Lakeland-Polk
Alternatives for Mobility Enhancement Major Investment Study. The peer review panel
meetings were held October 23 and 24, 1997 in Tampa, Florida at the Radisson Riverside Hotel.
The purpose of the peer review meetings was to obtain the observations and recommendations
from independent experts on ~e Mobility Study.
This memorandum presents the meeting agenda, list of attendees, meeting summary, and
concludes with the comments, observations, and recommendations of the peer review panel.

2.

Agenda

The complete schedule of peer review panel activities is presented on the following page.
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TAMPA-HILLSBOROUGH-LAKELAND-POLK
ALTERNATIVES FOR MOBILITY ENHANCEMENT
MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY PEER REVIEW PANEL
October 23 and 24, 1997, Tampa, Florida

Thursday, October 23, 1997
8:00-8:30 a.m.

Contine~tal Breakfast / Presentation Set Up

8:30-10:15 a.m.

Overview of Study by Project Team

10: 15-10:30 a.m.

Break

10:30-12:15 p.m.

Overview of Study by Project Team (Continued)

12:15-12:30 p.m.

Break

12:30-3:00 p.m.

Roundtable Discussion, Question and Answer Period
Project Team and Peer Review Panel

3:00-4:00 p.m.

Meeting with Local Officials

4:00-7:00 p.m.

Study Area Tour

7:00 p.m.

Dinner with Project Team

Friday, October 24, 1997
7:00-7:30 a.m.

Continental Breakfast

7:30-9:00 a.m.

Roundtable Discussion, Question and Answer Period
Project Team and Peer Review Panel Members

9:00-10:30 a.m.

Peer Review Panel Working Session

11:00-12:30 p.m.

Participation in Transportation Town Meeting

12:30-2:45 p.m.

Peer Review Panel Working Session to Develop Observations and
Recommendations (Working Lunch)

2:45-3:00 p.m.

Break

3:00-4:00 p.m.

Presentation of Panel Findings
2
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3.

List of Participants

The participants in the Peer Review Panel meetings are listed below.
Peer Review Panel:
Michael Bolton, Director, Transit Operations Group, Institute for Transportation and Research,
North Carolina State Uµiversity, Raleigh, North Carolina
Andrew Bonds, Senior Vice President, Parsons Transportation Group/DeLeuw Cather,
Washington, D.C.
Bill Derrick, Director of Transportation, the Mid-America Regional Council, Kansas City,
Missowi
Harriett Dietz, Community Planner, Federal Transit Administration, Washington, D.C.
Frank Spielberg, President, SO Associates, Annandale, Virginia
Rod Diridon, Executive Director of the Norman Mineta Transportation Institute, San Jose State
University, San Jose, California
Joel Washington, Principal, Joel Washington and Company, Silver Spring, Maryland
Prqject Team:
Rich Clarendon, Hillsborough County MPO
Sharon Dent, HARTiine
Diana Carsey, HARTiine
Steve Carroll, HARTline
Richard Wolsfeld, BRW, Inc.
Diana Mendes, BRW, Inc.
Mark Niles, BRW, Inc.
Cheryl King, BRW, Inc.
Doil Schneck, Booz, Allen & Hamilton
Richard Amodei, Booz, Allen & Hamilton
Kevin Tierney, Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
Bruce Emory, Manuel Padron and Associates
Karen Simon, Simon_Resources, Inc.
Kathy Whitehead, Martin Communications, Inc.

Facilitator:
Edward Mierzejewski, Deputy Director, Center for Urban Transportation Research, University
of South Florida
·
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4.

Meeting Summary

Prior to the meeting, the peer review panel members were provided with several
background documents to allow them to become familiar with the study context and to prepare
for the panel meeting. Specifically they were provided with the following reports, documenting
the progress of the Mobility Study:

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Study Manage11:1ent Plan (December 20, 1996)
Public, Community and Agency Participation Program (February 6, 1997)
Evaluation Framework (April 25, 1997)
Travel Demand Modeling Peer Review Summary Memorandum (May 1997)
Screen one Evaluation of Alternative Elements (June 25, 1997)
Transportation Baseline Conditions (June 30, 1997)
Transportation Baseline Conditions Map Book (June 30, 1997)
Capital Cost Estimating Methodology Report (July 2, 1997)
Operating and Maintenance Cost Estimating Methodology Report (July 24, 1997)
Purpose and Need (July 31, 1997)
Screen two Evaluation of Multi-modal Strategies: Draft Report (Sept. 18, 1997)

The peer panel review meeting began on Thursday, October 23, 1997 at the Radisson
Riverside Hotel in Tampa, Florida. Ed Mierzejewski, facilitator, welcomed the participants to
the peer panel review and commenced with self introductions of the peer panel members and the
members of the project team. Rod Diridon noted that, although he is Director of the Mineta
Transportation Institute, he is participating in the panel in his role of having served as a
Commissioner on several transportation boards in Santa Clara County. The Mineta Institute has
not reviewed the Mobility Study materials.
Mierzejewski then provided a brief background to the study area, noting that many
exciting things are happening in the Tampa Bay area. He enumerated a number of these
including a world class performing arts center, the Florida Aquarium, the Ice Palace, state of the
art convention center, and the construction of a new stadium. He noted that, because the Tampa
Bay area continues to experience growth much faster than the U.S. as a whole, we have an
opportunity to shape our future, to ask the question, "What do we want to be when we grow up?"
He went on to note that our local governments and our MPO have engaged in a broadly based
community visioning process, and now HARTiine and the MPO have jointly engaged in a
process of determining the type of transportation solutions we need to achieve that vision.
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He noted that the mission of the peer review panel includes offering their expert opinions
on a number of elements of the Mobility Study, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Consistency of the planning process with ISTEA
Consistency of the planning process with the adopted long range transportation plan
Development of multi-modal transportation investment strategies that respond to the
transportation problems in the study area
Integrity of the process. being used to evaluate the alternatives against the goals and
objectives
Quality of the technical work as compared to transportation industry standards
Responsiveness of the public, community, and agency participation program
Coordination with other major investment studies in the region

Mierzejewski noted that the product of the peer review panel meetings will be a report that
presents the opinions of the peer review panel on the Mobility Study progress to date and makes
recommendations on future study activities.
4.1

Overview of Mobility Study

Rich Clarendon began with an overall background to the Mobility Study. He noted that
the county has adopted a 2015 Long Range Transportation Plan based on principles articulated in
ISTEA. The plan is financially feasible, and includes multi-modal components of highway
system priorities, a raiVfeeder bus/transit concept, and bicycle, pedestrian, and TDM
improvements.
He noted that the Study organization includes 14 stakeholders comprising local, state, and
federal partners, each with a designated voting representative. In addition there is a technical
review committee, a citizen review committee, and an environmental review committee, all of
which provide advice to the stakeholders. There has also been substantial outreach to other
public and private entities. He also noted that there is a formal memorandum of understanding
with two other major investment studies, the first being the Pinellas County Mobility Study and
the second being the Gandy Corridor Study.
He explained the definition of the study area, which includes approximately 660 square
miles. The area includes locations with the highest future population and employment
intensities, based on the 2015 Long Range Plan. These include the Tampa central business
district, Westshore, the University area, Plant City, Oldsmar and the City of Lakeland. He noted
that there is a currently adopted urban service area boundary, which is being examined for th~
possibility of reducing its size. Because of the size of the study area, it was divided into logical
subareas. The project is now attempting to define solutions that are appropriate for each of the
subareas, finally combining them into integrated mobility strategies for the entire study area.
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He indicated that the problem statement as articulated in the study included the following:

•
•
•

growth in travel demand will exceed capacity
expansion is limited by physical and funding constraints
mobility is restricted by a lack of intermodal connections

The study was initiated in November 1996. Between the period March to July 1997, the
screen one evaluation was pe~ormed; between July and September, the screen two evaluations
were performed; and between the present time and December 1997 the screen three evaluations
will be performed. It is hoped that the project will be completed with the identification of a
locally preferred investment strategy by the end of 1997 or early 1998.
Michael Bolton asked about the demographic characteristics of the anticipated growth,
and if the influx of population was anticipated to be due to immigration, elderly retirees, or other
demographic groups. Clarendon responded that the study area is not particularly a retirement
community; there is a large employment base, and most of the growth in the study area is
expected to come in the form of "employment age families."
Dick Wolsfeld then presented an overview of the Study process. He noted that it was the
intent of the Mobility Study to be mode neutral, to be multi-modal, and to be consensus-based.
He cited a number of issues and opportunities, including anticipated increases of 40 percent in
population, 65 percent in employment and 50 percent in trips by the year 2015. He noted that
there would be severe congestion on the roadway network by the year 2015, even with the
incorporation of improvements included in the adopted cost feasible 2015 transportation plan.
He noted that among the purposes of the study were to assist in improving accessibility in the
region, reducing travel time in congested corridors, improving safety in traffic operations,
coordinating transportation and land use, supporting a favorable quality of life, supporting
economic development in the study area and providing a range of transportation choices. He
n<;>ted that the current limited bus transit system supports ridership in the range of 24,000 to
26,000 trips per day. The study includes traditional evaluation measures such as mobility,
environmental impact, and financial feasibility. However, the study goes far beyond traditional
evaluation measures. Both the MPO an~ HARTline were very interested in starting with a
community vision and using transportation measures to affect changes in land use consistent with
that vision. These objectives gave rise to a wide range of non-traditional measures of
effectiveness related to quality of life and transportation alternatives supportive of preferred land
use development.
Bill Derrick asked if there was any intention to run a land use model, to measure the
potential land use impact of alternative transportation measures. Wolsfeld noted that the study
includes one run of the travel demand model with an alternative land use scenario to take into
account land use changes potentially induced by the locally preferred alternative. This
alternative land use scenario will be developed manually by the project team.
6
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Rod Diridon asked if local policy makers have decided in favor of compact growth versus
urban sprawl. Clarendon noted that the local government comprehensive plan is currently under
revision and there is consideration being given to additional measures to promote compact
growth. He further indicated that the existing 2015 local government comprehensive plan
includes an urban service boundary while revisions are being considered which would
significantly reduce its size. Diridon noted that he felt that the enforcement of an urban service
boundary that is restrictive and firm was very important as a means of promoting compact
growth. Wolsfeld observed th~t many of those in the planning community are supportive of a
restrictive urban service boundary and that a significant number of elected officials support it as
well.
Wqlsfeld noted that they have attempted to be consistent with the FTA new start criteria
as revised in December 1996. He noted that these criteria include: cost effectiveness, mobility
improvement, operating efficiencies, environmental benefits, transit supportive land use, and
others. He noted that the screening process is now down to five alternative strategies. As the
alternatives have narrowed, the criteria and their definition have become expanded and more
detailed. Bolton asked if visual preference surveys of the various urban forms were conducted,
and if so, what is the age of the participants in this survey? Cheryl King responded that visual
preference surveys were performed and that the participants generally were middle aged. Bolton
suggested reaching out and including some number of persons in their teens or early twenties, as
they are the population group that will actually receive the benefits of the decisions being made
today.
Wolsfeld went on to say that the stakeholders did not want to see alternatives evaluated
through a weighted scoring function, instead opting for a "consumer report" approach to
evaluation. The study initially looked at a range of transportation solutions in subareas of the
overall study area. He noted that fixed guideway alternatives primarily rely either on light rail
transit (LRT) or diesel multiple units (DMU) rather than heavy rail as might be experienced in a
number of other cities. He noted that the cost-feasible adopted 2015 transportation plan includes
a 17 percent expansion in lane miles and that the multi-modal alternatives evaluated in the
Mobility Study include a lllllllber of roadway improvements in addition to those already
contemplated in the 2015 transportation plan.
Wolsfeld went on to note that a broad range of over 90 components representing singlemode elements in a range of subareas were ultimately distilled to 21 single-mode elements which
were combined to create 10 multi-modal strategies. In moving from 10 strategies to five
strategies as part of the screening process, the best attributes of each of the 10 strategies were
selected and reconfigured to create five multi-modal strategies for further consideration.
Derrick asked if there has been any consideration given to changing the projects in the
adopted 2015 transportation plan. Clarendon indicated that at this point that is not the case; that
in proceeding with the Mobility Study, they did not want to reopen issues related to projects
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already adopted in the 2015 plan. Derrick noted that depending on what comes out of this
Mobility Study, the MPO might want to revisit the "base" 2015 plan.
Diridon asked if local funds are in place to fund a transit guideway project, to which
Clarendon indicated that no, they were not; that it was likely that a local funding referendum
would be necessary. Diridon noted that an important value of the Mobility Study would be to
form the basis for a local revenue initiative. He strongly urged that any such initiative include
both highway and transit alte~atives as it will be necessary to appeal to a broad constituency.
Andrew Bonds asked how much of the roadway improvements of the 2015 plan are
programmed by FOOT. Clarendon indicated that a number of them were, including major
improvements to Interstate 4 and initial stages of construction of the Polk County Parkway, as
well as a number of other projects throughout the study area. Frank Spielberg noted that it might
be useful to depict the local roadway improvements since local streets would be necessary to
support feeder bus services to any future guideway transit projects.
Wolsfeld then introduced Cheryl King to present the key philosophical components of the
Mobility Study public engagement process. King initially presented some of the underlying
philosophies of the project team related to consensus building. She noted that their intention was
to support decision making with the public, not fur the public. They have undertaken a strong
community involvement effort and have sought to go to the public, and to make it interesting
with a broad based outreach effort. She noted that they had prepared a study video which has
received widespread use and that in addition there is a web site devoted to the study that has
received hundreds of hits. They have engaged in a "You Tell Us" process, asking people to
provide direct input in the identification of the problems of getting around in the study area.
There is a strong citizens review committee engaged in the project. She also noted that they
intended to do a scientific household survey to gauge public support for various alternatives.
King also spoke about the integration of land use and transportation. To assist people in
understanding the interaction between transportation and land use, a workshop on alternative
urban form was held. A "land use game" was created that allowed participants to allocate
anticipated growth in population and employment to various corridors in the study area. This
game helped people to "get out of the box," and recognize the need for a coordinated
transportation and land use planning approach. She noted that there are two levels of land use
transportation interaction. One is the regional level, which concerns itself with the
interrelationship between transportation improvement and the allocation of growth throughout
the region. Second is land use transportation interaction specifically in station areas or transit
access areas. To assist in conceptualizing this, the study team presented a number of station .area
prototype graphic displays. She reiterated that after the selection of a locally preferred
investment strategy the travel demand model will be run with an alternative land use scenario
that might result.

8
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The group took a short break, after which King noted an objective of the study was to
promote liveable communities, based on articulated public values. She distributed copies of a
community involvement "scrapbook," an experimental method to summarize the community
involvement activities of the project. Rather than a more formal traditional report, the scrapbook
is designed to be a user-friendly collage of photographs, quotations and other media that
describes the community involvement process. Bolton reiterated his observation of the
importance of getting the public involvement process into the high schools. He noted that people
who are 16 now will be 32 in $e year 2015. King agreed that it would be a good idea to solicit
input from the high school age students. Diana Mendes noted that they have been participating
in the Box-City program, which introduces concepts of community planning into the schools.
Diridon stressed the importance of including developers, general contractors, Chambers
of Commerce, and other business persons in the outreach effort. He feels that this is critical to
the ultimate development of a coalition. Derrick asked if there were any public preference
surveys done at the front end of the project. King said that there was a newspaper mail in survey.
While it did not constitute a scientific sample, it helped to clarify perceptions of public values
and important issues.
Bonds noted that he hadn't heard the word crime. He believes that major transit
improvements have to overcome perceptions that transit brings crime. He noted that there is a
reason why walled communities are very common in Tampa, and throughout the nation. He
emphasized the importance of effective security measures in promoting a transit syste~.
Spielberg asked if the outreach effort has gone into financing issues of how to pay for a
prospective system. Mendes noted that near the end of the study more emphasis will be placed
on how to pay for desired improvements, under constraints of limited funding. Derrick observed
that it appears that highway improvements are largely identified and paid for in the adopted 2015
plan. On the other hand, the output of this study is likely to be a major transit component, which
is dependent on conditional funding. He feels that a future tax initiative should reflect a strong
multi-modal emphasis of contingent transit and highway projects. Diridon agreed
wholeheartedly.
Bolton noted that a big issue on a system wide study like this is the issue of infill
development. He noted that if urban sprawl could be halted, the assumptions regarding the need
for some of the committed roadway improvements may need to be re-examined. Potentially, he
felt that it may be possible to reorient some of the dollars already committed to roadway
improvement.
·
At this point King turned the presentation over to Mark Niles to describe the five multimodal strategies that are being evaluated in screen three. Niles noted that the· strategies consisted
of technologies that include light rail transit/diesel multiple units (LRT/DMU), express bus on
HOV, transportation systems management and transportation demand management. He also
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emphasized that all alternatives include the roadway improvements in the long range
transportation plan. There is also an enhanced TSM plan to which these will be compared.
Strategy A, which is based on the most productive transit ridership elements, includes an
LRT/DMU from USF to the central business district, on through to the Interbay area. Early
estimates indicate about 20,000 riders per day on the USF segment, and about 4-5,000 riders a
day on the Interbay segment. The strategy also includes substantial roadway improvements
beyond the 2015 long range tr~portation plan, notably, the inclusion of a HOV lane on I-275 in
the Westshore area. It also includes an expanded background bus system.
Strategy B, which builds on Strategy A, adds light rail transit/DMU through the
Westshore area to Tampa International Airport (TIA), and also east into the Brandon area. It was
noted that the LRT line through Westshore into TIA yielded the second highest ridership
estimates at approximately 10,000 per day. Like A, it includes roadway improvements beyond
the 2015 long range plan. It also includes an expanded background bus system.
Strategy C, builds on Strategies A and B, with additional LRT/DMU service to the
northwest part of Hillsborough County into the Carrollwood area, as well as a LRT/DMU
operated as a commuter rail system to Lakeland. Early estimates are that the Lakeland service
would yield approximately 1,800 trips per day.
Strategy D, is the most extensive LRT/DMU alternative. It includes all the actions in
Strategies A, B, and C, plus further extension of the LRT/DMU alternative into the Oldsmar
area, along with much more extensive coverage in the Brandon area, and north into the Land-OLakes area of Pasco County. However, it omits the commuter rail oriented service to Lakeland.
Wolsfeld noted that the land use distribution included in the 2015 long range plan results in very
low ridership estimates on the further extensions into the Brandon area, amounting to only about
120 riders per route mile. However, major developers located in the area, including fourteen
Developments of Regional Impact (DRis), are re-planning their development specifically to
accommodate the provision of a light rail system. He noted that this presents a challenge in that
ridership estimates based on current land use projections make a rail extension very tenuous; yet,
if new development in that area were substantially redesigned, it might turn out to be relatively
attractive. Diridon noted that you can't expect densification to occur until after a rail line is built.
He emphasized the importance of obtaining signed agreements with local governments
committing them to changing their local land use plans in conjunction with the implementation
of a locally preferred investment strategy.
Strategy E, is primarily a bus/HOV strategy, which makes extensive use of HOV
facilities on both Interstate 275 and Interstate 4.
Derrick noted that he doesn't see an alternative retained that focuses on reducing
congestion. He was struck by the fact that all of the final strategies, or at least four of the five
final strategies, are very heavily transit oriented. Niles noted that the 2015 roadway
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improvements are included in all alternatives, as are the TDM and TSM improvements. Derrick
and Diridon both emphasized the importance of including transit and highway projects in
funding initiative.
At this point Niles turned the presentation over to Bruce Emory, with Manuel Padron a'ld
Associates, to describe the bus network plans included in the various alternatives. He reiterated
that current bus ridership is relatively low, but in the enhanced bus system alternative (the HOV
alternative) the bus fleet grow~ from 173 to about 400 vehicles, additional park-and-ride lots are
constructed and new express routes are initiated. There is a two and a half fold increase in the
bus route miles compared to the current condition. Under the rail alternative, bus services are
reoriented to serve as feeders to rail stations in those corridors where appropriate. Spielberg
asked how the current transit system is funded. Claredon noted that there is a current ad valorem
tax rate of one half mil which is authorized to go up to as much as three mils with a public
referendum. The current annual operating budget is on the order of $22 million.
Bolton suggested that ·they look carefully at the use of smaller bus vehicles to provide
feeder services to potential rail stations. Derrick agreed with this noting that they can't expect to
have enough demand for forty-foot buses for suburban feeder services. Spielberg added that they
need to be taking a careful look at the collection and distribution network at both ends of the trip.
Spielberg asked if the HOV alternative included on-line stations.that provide ease of access to
buses operated on HOV facilities. The response was that no, there are no stations along the HOV
facilities; rather, they are operated in a traditional park and ride mode.
Emory then turned the presentation over to Karen Simon who briefly noted that all
remaining multi-modal strategies include basic transportation systems management (TSM) and
transportation demand management (TDM) actions. Simon turned the presentation over to
Kevin Tierney with Cambridge Systematics, to present an overview of the demand forecasting
methodology. Tierney noted that they are making use of the six-county Tampa Bay regional
model which has been developed by Florida DOT. For the purposes of this study, the project
team has added a time of day element to the modal split model procedure. Spielberg noted that
he was surprised to not find in the materials provided a summary of the ridership estimates for
each mode, for each alternative. Mendes noted that this information was available and that she
would be glad to prcwide those summaries later in the day. Spielberg reflected on the work of
the previous Peer Panel Review related strictly to the modal split modeling process, which was
conducted in May 1997. He noted that the previous peer panel recommended the inclusion of a
pedestrian environment factor to reflect quality of sidewalks, waiting areas, and other elements of
pedestrian networks, which might have an influence on transit ridership. He asked if this factor
had been incorporated into the modal split modeling process. Tierney noted that it had not in the
early screens, but that their hope was to incorporate such a factor in the remaining portions of the
project. In response to another question from Spielberg regarding the definition of premium
modes, Tierney indicated that rail transit and HOV were defined as premium modes in the modal
split modeling process. It was also noted that for purposes of the Mobility Study project, the time
of day modeling would need to be performed post-mode-choice, although in the long run it was
11
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felt that the Tampa Bay regional model was best to accommodate time of day modeling as part of
the trip generation process. Derrick noted that he also would very much like to receive the
information on ridership effects on level of congestion and some measure of a land use impact of
each of the alternatives.
Diridon noted that ridership is only one factor, and there are many other reasons for
implementing a rail transit system. Andrew Bonds noted that it is important to look at transit in
terms of what it does for the cr~ation of wealth for the region. He noted that in the Washington
DC area a study performed by KPMG Peat Marwick was recently released, showing the
Washington Metro system did a great deal to increase economic activity in the region.
At this point the presentation was turned over to Don Schneck with Booz, Allen &
Hamilton to describe the methodology for cost estimating. Schneck noted that for the evaluation
of alternatives at screen one, order of magnitude unit costs were used. For screen two, refined
order of magnitude costs were used reflecting, to the extent possible, the characteristics of the
segments under consideration. For screen three, detailed cost estimates are being made for a
wide range of asset categories. As the final screening is done to a locally preferred investment
strategy, the very detailed asset categories and operating costs components will be examined and
estimated specifically based on characteristics of the HARTiine system. It was noted that similar
methods were being applied to the highway alternative; those are being performed by Tampa Bay
Engineering. Derrick noted the importance of including operations and maintenance costs as part
of the highway cost estimation method. Frank Spielberg asked what the order of ma~tude
costs were for the various alternatives. It was stated that capital costs for Alternative A were
approximately $250 million and for Alternative D there were in the range of $1 billion. Diridon
strongly urged the project team to do their best to include full cost accounting of both the transit
and highway alternatives in the analysis.
Wolsfeld noted that this Mobility Study is being coordinated with a similar Mobility
Study being conducted by the Pinellas MPO and with the Gandy Corridor MIS. A formal
memorandum of understanding have been executed including all three studies.
Spielberg asked if the question being asked by the client is "Should we build fixed
guideway?", or "Which fixed guideway should we build?". Mendes stated that the client has
made it clear that the whole tool box for solutions is available and the locally preferred
investment strategy has yet to be determined.
4.2

Roundtable Discussion, Question and Answer Period with Project Team

At approximately 12:15 the group took a short break. A fairly free-wheeling discussion
ensued throughout the early afternoon, beginning with a working lunch.
Rod Diridon reiterated his key concern about the involvement of the bµsiness community.
Diana Mendes noted that it has been difficult to get the business community interested while the
12
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project was at the abstract level of evaluating a multitude of alternatives. Now that details are
becoming more available they are seeing a higher degree of interest on the part of business and
development interests. Diridon again reiterated the importance of involving contractors,
engineers, the construction industry and business interests. Andrew Bonds added that it was very
important to get major employers to buy into the project.
Michael Bolton asked whether any consideration has been given to telecommuting and
the possibility of a totally revi~ed work place from our current experience. Bonds supported the
possibility that more and more people are working from their houses. Bolton wanted to know
whether or not the potential for telecommuting was being taken into account in the model. Dick
Wolsfeld indicated that the Tampa Bay regional model does not address telecommuting.
Bill Derrick asked about the dynamics of the screening process using the "consumer
report" method of dots, half filled dots, and open dots. How were decisions made in the
screening process? Wolsfeld indicated that the evaluation of alternatives for various screening
alternatives was made by members of the stakeholders committee and by members of the
technical review committee. Cheryl King added that comments received from the citizens
review committee and general public outreach were also considered. Derrick further asked if the
freight industry was represented in the stakeholders group. Apparently they have not been
directly involved.
Frank Spielberg asked if the primary problem definition could be reiterated. Diana
Mendes indicated that the primary problems being dealt with were those of rapid growth and the
associated increase in travel demand, combined with a desire to reshape the urban form.
Joel Washington noted the importance of good headways to promote transit ridership.
Bruce Emory noted that it was being assumed that buses would generally operate on 30 minute
headways and light rail would operate on 10 minute headways.
Harriett Dietz asked for additional explanation on the relationship between the long range
plan and the Mobility Study. It was pointed out that the long range plan developed detailed
highway plans but only conceptual level transit plans, whereas the Mobility Study is taking a
much more detailed look at the transit component in the long range plan. ·
Derrick inquired as to why Pinellas and Hillsborough are doing separate Mobility
Studies. Steve Carroll responded by noting that Pinellas County was invited to participate as a
stakeholder in this project, but they declined to participate, instead opting to do their own study.
Wolsfeld noted that preliminary estimates would indicate transit trips in the range of 4-6,000
trips per day crossing between Pinellas and Hillsborough Counties--not a major impact on the
Mobility Study.
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Bolton noted that he was surprised that he hadn't heard more about Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS) deployment as a part of either the long range plan or the Mobility
Study. He hasn't heard mention of commercial vehicle operation (CVO applications) or other
ITS applications.
Spielberg said that his impression is that they haven't really looked in a great deal of
depth at highway improvements. Derrick also felt the assertion that the Mobility Study has been
mode neutral is brought into q1:1estion by the fact that highway improvements have not been
included in a bigger way. Wolsfeld reiterated the underlying assumption that all the highway
improvements included in the 2015 long range plan have been taken as "givens" in this study.
His belief is that the MPO did not want to revisit these projects, on which there was already
consensus. There was considerable discussion during which Spielberg, Derrick, Bonds and Dietz
expressed their view that it would be better if this study had not taken all the 2015 plan roadway
improvements as a given. Dietz expressed concern about the fixed nature of the highway
improvements in the long range plan, and that this assumption would not allow a full
consideration or comparison of all modes in each corridor. Derrick noted that it appears that one
of the conclusions of the Mobility Study is that even with the 2015 long range transportation plan
and any of the strategies included in the Mobility Study that the roadway congestion will
increase; yet one of the goals of the project is reducing congestion. He felt that it needs to be
stated that this objective will not be met, or alternatively that ~s objective has been traded off
against other more important or equally important objectives of the project.
Bolton questioned why the HOV/busway alternative has been limited to busways
operating in freeway medians. He felt that there was a lot of potential for at grade busways
operating very similar to how an at grade light rail system might operate. Diridon disagreed,
stating that busways will not be the answer, that development will not follow a busway system
the same way it would follow a light rail system. Hence the study objective of promoting
compact growth would not be served as well by a busway alternative as a rail solution. Frank
Spielberg expressed strong disagreement, noting that busways can be constructed much less
expensively than a light rail system and they have much greater flexibility. Joel Washington
cited an example of a busway system with which he was quite familiar in the city of Curitiba,
Brazil which constructed a high technology busway system in lieu of a rail system. In many
locations, the busway system operates in the middle of an arterial highway similar to the St.
Charles line in New Orleans. The system has elevated platforms which allow for rapid entry and
exit overall, the system has been a very excellent solution. Washington felt that it was important
that the busway alternative not be short changed. Bolton reiterated his belief that a busway
operating in the median of major arterial roads might be a viable solution in Tampa It appeared
to him that the busway alternative needs a closer look. His belief is that bus service operating on
a dedicated right of way with high frequency and reliability will draw ridership. Wolsfeld
pointed out that while a light rail system can be accommodated within the existing rail freight
corridors, a busway system could not. As a result, a busway alternative would need additional
right of way and would be much more difficult to locate.
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Spielberg noted that with so much emphasis on transit alternatives as part of the Mobility
Study, the project team might be better served by simply noting that highway improvements have
been substantially addressed in the 2015 long range transportation plan, and in fact this study is
designed to much more fully detail some of the conceptual transit alternatives included in that
2015 plan. Dietz remarked that the MIS seems to be a refinement of the long range plan. Sharon
Dent noted that one of the purposes of this study is to find ways to increase mobility in corridors
with under-utilized capacity. The Mobility Study does assume that the highway improvements
included in the long range tr~portation plan will be built. However, the Mobility Study is
trying to take a very holistic approach to mobility within the various corridors. Bolton
summarized his understanding that the substantial highway infrastructure is assumed to be built
and the Mobility Study is looking at how transit overlays on top of this. Dent noted that the
stakeholders group includes the Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Railway
Administration, and the Federal Transit Administration, and that they have all been a part of this
study process. She particularly noted that there have been two points of approval by the Federal
Transit Administration. The first of those was the approval for the consultant request for
proposals; the second point of approval was the overall study management plan.
Derrick felt that it is somewhat of a liability that the highway modes and the analysis of
transit alternatives have been separated from each other. Dent noted that she has some concern
about the fact that we are assuming the complete 2015 roadway system as included in the long
range transportation plan. There was some discussion about follow up to the Mobility Study and
whether there would be a step between the Mobility Study and any preliminary engineering
activities that may be undertaken. Dent stated that it is the intention of HART and the MPO to
go through the NEPA process for the entire system after ·completion of the Mobility Study. In
essence this would amount to a system wide environmental impact statement that would be
supplemented and updated.
Dietz suggested renaming the alternative for public discussion to more accurately reflect
that seven, not five alternatives were developed in detail (to include the no-build and the TSM).
She noted that even the no-build is multi-modal, as it includes expansion of bus transit.
Spielberg asked for some clarification on the exact mission of the Peer Panel. He noted
that the Peer Panel cannot tell the decision makers of Hillsborough County and the rest of the
study area what decision they should make. They can comment on the methods to assure that the
best possible information is provided to those decision makers. Dent responded that HARTline
and the MPO are looking for ideas on "out of the box" thinking. How can we make our process
better? What can we do to make this process the best possible?
Dietz inquired of the project team, from their perspective, what would they do differently
if they could do it all over again? Dent responded that one thing that she perhaps would have
done slightly differently would be to include more dialogue about which roadway projects to
include. She felt, on the one hand, that if major transit investments are not made it may require
additional roadway improvements to those already included in the 2015 plan. Alternatively, if a
15
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transit alternative is part of the locally preferred alternative, it may be possible to reduce roadway
needs for selected corridors.
Diridon reaffirmed his recommendation that written agreements be obtained with local
governments to assure that transit-supportive land use and financial investments would be in
place. Local governments will commit to providing incentives for high density development
area.
At approximately 2:45 p.m. the panel members took a short break prior to the 3:00 p.m~
session set aside for local officials.

4.3

Meeting with Local Officials

Sharon Dent introduced Commissioner Ed Turanchik, and each of the panel members
introduced themselves. Commissioner Turanchik noted that he sees transit as an important
growth management tool. He noted that many of our roads are operating at level of service F and
that concurrence requirements are limiting our ability to pursue additional developments. He
feels that it is important that we pursue transportation alternatives that will complement land use
objectives for the study area.
Diridon took the opportunity to express directly to Commissioner Turanchik his belief
that it is absolutely critical to get firm commitments from local government that they would
densify around station areas. Spielberg noted that he supports Diridon' s view on the necessity of
local government commitment. He cited examples in Northern Virginia, in which Arlington
County seized the opportunity provided by the Washington Metro system and has implemented
incentives to encourage densification around stations. He observed that as a result of their
proactive commitment, Arlington County has created a marvelous urban environment. By
contrast, Fairfax County never implemented the strong re-zoning and other incentive programs to
actively promote station area densification. As a result, the land use impact of Metro on Fairfax
County has been much less; most of the station areas are characterized by acres and acres of
automobile parking. Spielberg also noted that it will take considerable time to observe the effect
of investment in a light rail system and we may need to be looking well beyond the 2015 horizon
of the Mobility Study.
Bonds agreed, noting that an excellent example is the development around the
Washington Metro Pentagon City station. The proactive stance of Arlington County has created
a high density development node around the station area, where previously there was gross
underdevelopment. He also reiterated the findings of a Peat Marwick study of the economic
impact of the Washington Metro, which indicated that it had a very positive impact on the local
economy. Commissioner Turanchik emphasized his view of the importance of capturing that
economic development potential. Rod Diridon re-emphasized the significance of obtaining firm
local government commitments.
16
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At approximately 3 :45 p.m., the discussion with local officials ended and arrangements
were made for a study area helicopter tour by members of the Peer Panel.

4.4

Evening Discussions

The group reconvened at approximately 7 o'clock for dinner. Substantial informal
discussions occurred during th~ course of dinner, which increased the understanding of the Peer
Panel and enhanced the interaction of the Peer Panel with the Project Team.

4.5

Round Table Discussion/Question and Answer Period with the Project Team

The group reconvened at approximately 7 a.m. for an informal continental breakfast, and
by 7:30 a.m. was ready to continue their dialogue. Initially, one final opportunity was provided
for questions and answers with members of the project team. Bill Derrick asked if there were
different levels of bus service associated with each of the five strategic alternatives. Bruce
Emory noted that there was some redesign of bus services but only to the extent that they were
replaced by rail services. As a result, they modeled slightly different bus services for each
alternative. The panel felt that in describing the alternatives there should be some mention of
variation in the background bus service associated with each alternative.
Frank Spielberg wondered if the TSM alternative has been fully developed or whether it
has been a fairly cursory effort. The project team noted that there was a full range of TSM and
TDM alternatives which were included in all the alternatives.
Michael Bolton again observed that he does not see a very robust ITS component in
either the long range plan or in this Mobility Study process. Dick Wolsfeld noted that ITS
implementation for the Tampa Bay area is fairly limited at this time. However, Steve Carroll did
note that HARTiine is currently involved in a demonstration of OPS technology and has installed
an advanced traveler information system on the Marion Street transit way. Derrick also observed
that he was surprised that there has not been more ITS implementation in Tampa Bay area.
Bolton indicated that ~s observation was that ITS technology has not been effectively employed
yet. In the aerial overflight he observed numerous examples of bad signal timing at off ramps of
the Interstate causing backups of exit ramps onto the mainline of the Interstate, while at the same
time the cross street intersections seem to be relatively free flowing. Diridon noted that in
putting together a prospective revenue package, improvements targeted at signal system
synchronization are very popular ballot measures; these and other TSM type improvements need
to be included in any revenue package. Derrick strongly agreed that any solution needs to
package a lot of winners including ITS, signalization hnprovements, and other roadway capacity
improvements, along with transit facilities.
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Diridon raised another issue about the need to find out scientifically what the public
wants. He feels that it is important to conduct an unbiased survey of potential voters. This will
provide necessary information in structuring final alternatives and ultimately in the chances of a
successful revenue generation effort.
Bolton asked if anyone has challenged the growth assumptions being used in the long
range transportation planning process. Wolsfeld said that the scope of work for the Mobility
Study project does not include_alternative growth assumptions. Rather, they are taking the MPO
projections as a given. Rich Clarendon explained the process used by the Bureau of Economic
and Business Research at the University of Florida, in developing their projections, noting that
Hillsborough County has generally adopted the median projections rather than the high growth
projections. Bolton asked if any work has been done comparing Tampa to activities in peer
cities. Derrick noted that a statistical comparison of Tampa to other peers likely would show that
Tampa is significantly below average on both ridership and the amount of service provided.
Spielberg noted that it would be good if the project could look at different demand
forecasts if this plan is implemented and the supporting land use does occur. He felt that if one
of the major benefits of the project is to change development patterns and ifthere are
commitments to make this happen, then the demand forecast should perhaps reflect that revised
land use allocation. Wolsfeld noted that if a transit system could capture only a modest share of
major new development focused around station areas, it could result in a big increase in transit
ridership.
Diridon advised the project team to be cautious about putting light rail transit stations in
expressway medians. His experience was that unattractive locations can significantly impact
ridership in a negative manner. He also observed that in conveying the effects of densification to
the general public it was important for them to understand that this would occur only at stations
and that people living along potential rail lines have nothing to be concerned about in terms of
densification of their neighborhood.
Spielberg asked ifFTA is requiring demonstration of the ability to operate a system and if
anything is being done to demonstrate the ability of the local area to come up with the resources
necessary to continue operating a system. Diana Mendes indicated that the study had not yet
pursued those issues. Derrick asked how much it would take in terms of a local tax measure to
adequately fund a major transit investment. Again, Mendes indicated that the study had not yet
reached that point. Bolton noted the importance of looking at the total demands for local
financing. If the area has major outstanding obligations in terms of other public infrastructure, it
might be more difficult to undertake an additional local tax initiative. Diridon strongly felt that
the long range plan does not need to be totally feasible by current standards. Rather it should be
a vision of what is needed, but it then needs to be phased in a piece at a time. He felt that a
comprehensive long term plan was important to capturing the vision of the community, but it is
equally important to be able to break implemer,tation into "bite size" pieces, i.e., those that might
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be funded with a ½ cent sales tax, that would allow the system to be implemented in meaningful
phases.
Diridon also felt that it would be helpful to have some form of public opinion survey on
reactions to different types of taxing measures. Derrick agreed that a survey could be of
considerable value both in obtaining input in defining the locally preferred concept as well as
receptivity to various financial plans. Bolton indicated that he has had success in getting the
local high school track team to. deliver mail back surveys door-to-door using door hangers.
Diridon expressed some concern about that method in that he felt that any type of volunteer
survey was not scientific and it is critical to do an unbiased telephone sample survey. He also
indicated that he thought it might be best if the survey was actually done by an independent
impartial agency.
Spielberg indicated that if the study concludes that major transit investments are needed,
it might be desirable to revisit the highway needs presently contained in the year 2015 long range
plan.
As the joint meeting of the peer panel and the project team was nearing a conclusion,
Diridon indicated that he would need to leave prior to the 3 :00 p.m. summary of the panel
recommendations and that there were a number of thoughts that he wanted to be sure were
conveyed to the project team. Diridon's advice was as follows:
•
Bring the business community into the process early
•
Simplify the materials for presentation to the public
•
Communicate the subjective factors more effectively
•
Perform full cost accounting on both the highway and transit alternatives. This
should include impact on local tax base, accidents, health impacts, etc.
•
Conduct a scientific public opinion survey to assist in ranking the preferred
alternatives and in obtaining information about preferred financing methods
•
When a locally preferred investment strategy has been identified, make targeted
presentations to as many local opinion molders as possible. Incorporate a long
term vision with short term implementable pieces.

4.6

Peer Panel Working Sessions and Transportation Town Meeting

The joint meeting of the peer review panel and the project team concluded at
approximately 9:00 a.m. Between 9:00 a.m. and 10:30 a.m., the panel held a working session to
discuss their collective opinions, recommendations and observations. Between 11 :00 a.m. and
12:30 p.m., the panel members attended the Transportation Town Meeting which was held at the
Tampa Theater. This enabled them to see some of the interaction with local citizens and other
local interest groups as they debated various alternative transportation features for Hillsborough
County. Following the Town Meeting, the panel reconvened between about 12:30 and 2:45 p.m.
for purposes of developing their recommendations for subsequent presentations to the project
team.
19

r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r
r

4.7

Peer Review Panel Observations and Recommendations

At approximately 3 :00 p.m. the members of the project team and the peer panel
reconvened for a presentation of the panel observations and recommendations. They were joined
by a number of interested parties, including: Lucie Ayer, Executive Director of the Hillsborough
MPO; Gene Boles and Ned Baier, with Hillsborough County; Jerry Karp, Florida DOT; Ed
Crawford, Alliance for Modem Transit; and Dennis Hinebaugh, Center for Urban Transportation
Research.
Members of the peer review panel expressed their appreciation to the project team for
being invited to offer their objective advice on the Tampa-Hillsborough-Lakeland-Polk
Alternatives for Mobility Enhancement Major Investment Study. They very much appreciated
the hospitality shown by the project team and the members of the participating agencies.
Specific observations and recommendations were as follows:
Observations

•

The overall study methodology is a good one, which appears to be consistent with
ISTEA.

•

An incredible amount of work has been accomplished by the project team in a short
period of time.

•

The community involvement process has been superb. One minor suggestion related to
the possibility of extending the community involvement process into the junior and senior
high schools .

•

. The project team was very open and receptive to suggestions of the peer panel members .

•

The project has extremely good visuals, which will greatly facilitate public information
programs.

•

The project de~onstrates a wide range of alternatives that show a good relationship to the
problem statement.

•

The project makes use of innovative evaluation criteria. In addition to traditional
measures of cost effectiveness and ridership, the study has included substantial "out of the
box" thinking relating to evaluation criteria reflecting community values.

•

The study has incorporated some ITS concepts h1to the TSMffDM actions.

•

There is a very detailed approach to cost estimating which is likely to produce results
which are quite accurate.
20
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•

The project has very good documentation.

•

The approach of analyzing multiple subareas in a combined system-wide approach is seen
as a very positive methodology.

•

The project demonstrates a strong effort at making enhanced use of existing assets, e.g.,
use of existing rail lines.

•

The panel was encouraged to see the coordination efforts with the Pinellas Mobility
Study and the Gandy Mobility Study.

Suggestions
The members of the peer panel offered the following suggestions as the project moves
into subsequent stages:
•

Perform additional detailing of some elements of alternatives, specifically:
ITS as applied to transit and highway alternatives
Background bus systems
Busway alternatives

•

More clearly articulate that highway improvements are substantially dealt with in the
2015 long range transportation plan. As a result, this study focuses more on the transit
element (detailing of the long range transportation plan).

•

The vision needs a longer time frame (beyond 2015) to recognize urban form and total
system impacts.

•

The study should apply full cost accounting to cost estimates for all alternatives.

•

The study should perform a scientific public opinion survey to gauge public perception
and understanding of transportation problems and solutions.

•

The study should communicate subjective factors more effectively and simplify
materials, particularly for the public.

•

The study should assure that adequate consideration is given to access to the Port of
Tampa.

•

The panel recognizes that demand projections are based on a continuation of existing land
use trends that do not reflect changes that might result from major transportation system
investments, provided that local governments make supportive land use actions.
21
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•

The implication is that the actual demand might be expected to be higher than the current
demand forecast.

•

The study should identify necessary commitments and incentives from local
governments, to promote station area densification and urban infill
Stress restrictive urban service area boundary
Transit ~upportive site development regulation
Zoning policies
Development incentives
Joint development, e.g., "trandominiums"

•

The study should develop a broad based inclusive coalition of government, private and
citizen interests as soon as possible to assist in selecting and implementing a preferred
alternative.

•

There should be a visionary ultimate plan with manageable short term increments .

•

Beyond the study, the MPO and HARTline should consider inspection tours for policy
makers and neighborhood representatives, not at taxpayers expense, to visit operating
examples in North America.

An informal period of comments and questions and answers followed. Wolsfeld asked
for a clarification of the purposes of the survey. The panel members felt that the public opinion
survey could be used both to assist in detailing the locally preferred investment strategy, and in
testing possible funding mechanisms.
Wolsfeld asked the panel to clarify their recommendations to simplify study materials.
Bolton, speaking for the panel, recognized that all the technical backup is necessary for the
professional staff, but for the general public it was important to have an easy to understand
executive summary. He noted that the "scrapbook" style community involvement report shared
with the panel might be effective in this regard.
Wolsfeld asked if a policy decision is made to implement a premium type light rail or
DMU system to attract choice riders and to influence urban form, will it work? The panel
members indicated that it is very dependent on the working partnership with local governments.
It is especially important that local governments make land use decisions that are supportive of a
premium type rail service. In addition, the panel members emphasized the importance of
developing a strong local bus system in tandem with the development of a rail system. There
needs to be a clear demonstration of local government commitment.
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Wolsfeld asked what is the biggest risk. The panel members indicated that clearly the
biggest risk is "you build it and they don't come." There is a risk that a rail system will be built
and the land use policies will not be enacted to support a rail system. The panel reiterated their
strong belief that supportive local government land use actions were essential to the success of
any form of rail transit investment.
Ned Baier asked if the 2015 highway improvement assumptions should be re-examined.
The panel members felt that ~ integrated look at highway and transit alternatives was important.
They felt that it would be highly advisable to examine major highway improvement needs along
with major transit investments in an integrated fashion.
Panel members also volunteered that if the region goes to Washington seeking federal
participation, it was important that there be a strong local consensus and that the area be able to
demonstrate strong proactive local government decisions supportive of a major transit
investment. The panel felt that it was important at the local level to get business leaders and
community groups involved as much as possible in the process. Their influence will be important
in obtaining unified political support which will be essential in efforts to obtain federal
participation.
Bolton emphasized the development opportunities around rail stations, which do not exist
around bus stops. He also mentioned the importance of providing ease of access to rail stations
in the form of local feeder buses, vans, and taxis.
The MPO, HARTiine and the project team representatives expressed their appreciation to
the peer panel for their intensive efforts and for their cogent recommendations. The peer review
panel meeting adjourned at approximately 4:00 p.m.
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